A general working theory of how race-and culture-specific factors interact in such a way as to produce people with differing world views is proposed. Empirical and clinical data are reviewed that indicate two psychological concepts-locus of control and locus of responsibility-may be useful in explaining how world views are formed and their consequent dynamics. Four world views are identified: (a) internal locus of control -internal locus of responsibility, (b) external locus of control -internal locus of responsibility, (c) external locus of control -external locus of responsibility, and (d) internal locus of control -external locus of responsibility. It is proposed that the internal locus of control and responsibility world view is most characteristic of western counseling approaches and assumptions. Cultural oppression occurs when this world view is blindly imposed upon the culturally different client. Implications of each world view are discussed with respect to counseling in the United States.
Counseling and psychotherapy are perceived by many to be "handmaidens of the status quo," (Halleck, 1971 ) transmitters of society's values, and instruments of oppression (Halleck, 1971; Pine, 1972; Ruiz & Padilla, 1977; Smith, 1977; Sue & Sue, 1977b; Szasz, 1961) . These perceptions seem especially applicable when various racial and ethnic minorities are discussed within the context of counseling. As a result of increasing awareness and sensitivity to these issues, there has been a proliferation of literature on counseling various Third World groups. Yet, most suggestions on counseling the culturally different suffer from two weaknesses: They fail to offer a conceptual basis for integrating culture-and race-specific forces on the self-identity of minorities, and they fail to identify differences in world view that members within a minority group may hold.
The issue of understanding a minority client's world view in counseling has not been adequately discussed or stressed. A world A longer version of this article was presented at the 85th Annual Meeting of the American Psychological Association, San Francisco, August 1977.
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view may be broadly defined as how a person perceives his or her relationship to the world (nature, institutions, other people, things, etc.). World views are highly correlated with a person's cultural upbringing and life experiences (Jackson, 1975; D. W. Sue, 1975) . Not only are they composed of our attitudes, values, opinions, and concepts, but they may effect how we think, make decisions, behave, and define events. For minorities in America, a strong determinant of world views is very much related to oppression and the subordinate position assigned them in society. While the intent of this article is to discuss racial and ethnic minorities, it must be kept in mind that economic and social class, religion, and sex are also interactional components of a world view. Thus, upper and lower socioeconomic class Asian Americans, blacks, Chicanos, or native Americans do not necessarily have identical views of the world.
The lack of a theory on cultural oppression and its relationship to the development of world views continues to foster cultural blindness within the counseling profession. Counselors tend to respond according to their own conditioned values, assumptions, and perspectives of reality without regard for other views. Counselors need to become culturally aware, to act on the basis of a critical analysis and understanding of their own conditioning, that of their clients, and the sociopolitical system of which they are a part. Without this awareness, counselors who work with the culturally different may be engaging in cultural oppression.
In this article, I would like to propose a general working theory of how race-and culture-specific factors interact in such a way as to produce people with differing world views. First, two major dimensions that are important in the development of world views will be discussed. Second, how these variables form four different psychological outlooks in life and their consequent characteristics, dynamics, and implications for counseling will be presented. Last, some conclusions and precautions will be discussed. Rotter (1966) first formulated the concept of internal-external locus of control. In-* ternal control refers to people's belief that reinforcements are contingent upon their own actions and that people can shape their own fate. External control refers to people's belief that reinforcing events occur independently of their actions and that the future is determined more by chance and luck. Rotter conceived this dimension as measuring a generalized personality trait that operates across a number of different situations. Based upon past experience, people learn one of two outlooks; the locus of control rests with the individual, or the locus of control rests with an external force. Lefcourt (1966) and Rotter (1966 Rotter ( ,1975 have summarized the research findings, which correlate high internality with (a) greater attempts at mastering the environment, (b) lower predisposition to anxiety, (c) higher achievement motivation, (d) greater social action involvement, and (e) placing greater value on skill-determined rewards. As can be seen, these attributes are highly valued by United States society and constitute the core features of mental health.
Dimensions of World Views

Locus of Control
Early research on generalized expectancies of locus of control suggests that ethnic group members (Hsieh, Shybut, & Lotsof, 1969; Levenson, 1974; Strickland, 1973; Tulkin, 1968; Wolfgang, 1973) , lower class people (Battle & Rotter, 1963; Crandall, Katkovsky, & Crandall, 1965; Garcia & Levenson, 1975; Lefcourt, 1966; Strickland, 1971) , and women (Sanger & Alker, 1972 ) score significantly higher on the external end of the continuum. Using the internal-external dimension as a criterion of mental health would mean that minority, poor, and female clients would be viewed as possessing less desirable attributes. Rotter's internal-external (I-E) distinction has come under severe criticism from several researchers. Mirels (1970) feels that a strong possibility exists that externality may be a function of a person's opinions about prevailing social institutions. For example, lower-class individuals and minorities are not given an equal opportunity to obtain the material rewards in Western culture. Because of racism, blacks may be perceiving, in a realistic fashion, a discrepancy between their ability and attainment. Gurin, Gurin, Lao, & Beattie (1969) , in their study, have concluded that while high-external people are less effectively motivated, perform poorly in achievement situations, and evidence greater psychological problems, this does not necessarily hold for minorities and low-income persons. Focusing on external forces may be motivationally healthy if it results from assessing one's chances for success against systematic and real external obstacles rather than unpredictable fate.
Locus of Responsibility
Another important dimension in world outlooks has been formulated from attribution theory and can be legitimately referred to as locus of responsibility. In essence, this dimension measures the degree of responsibility or blame placed upon the individual or system. In the case of many blacks, their lower standard of living may be attributable to their personal inadequacies and shortcomings; or, the responsibility for their plight may be attributable to racial discrimination and lack of opportunities. The former orientation blames the individual, whereas the latter explanation blames the system. The individual/system blame distinction is critical to understanding minority group perceptions and behaviors. With respect to many minorities, it seems to be correlated with collective social action, militancy, civil rights activities, racial-ethnic identity, and higher levels of mental health. For example, when the 1960s riots are studied, two dominant explanations seem to arise. The first, called the riffraff theory (person blame), explains the riots as the result of the sickcriminal elements of the society: the emotionally disturbed, deviants, communist agitators, criminals, or unassimilated migrants. These agitators are seen as peripheral to organized society and possessing no broad social or political concerns. Their frustrations and militant confrontations are seen as a part of their own personal failures and inadequacies.
A second explanation, referred to as the blocked-opportunity theory (system blame), views riot participants as those with high aspirations for their own lives and belief in their ability to achieve these goals. However, environmental forces rather than their own personal inadequacies prevent them from advancing in the society and bettering their condition. The theory holds that riots are the result of massive discrimination against blacks, which has frozen them out of the social, economic, and political life of America. Caplan and Paige (1968) found that more rioters than nonrioters reported experiencing job obstacles and discrimination that blocked their mobility. Further probing revealed that it was not lack of training or education that accounted for the results. Fogelson (1970) presented data in support of the thesis that the ghetto riots were manifestations of grievances within a racist society. In referring to the riots, he stated that it was triggered not only because the rioters issued the protest and faced the danger together but also because the rioting revealed the common fate of blacks in America. For most blacks, and particularly northern blacks, racial discrimination is a highly personal experience. They are denied jobs, refused apartments, stopped-and-searched, and declared ineducable-or so they are told-they are inexperienced, unreliable, suspicious, and culturally deprived-and not because they are black, (p. 145) A series of studies concerning characteristics of the rioters and nonrioters failed to confirm the riffraff theory (Caplan, 1970; Caplan & Paige, 1968; Forward & Williams, 1970; Turner & Wilson, 1976) . In general, the following profile of those who engaged in rioting during the 1960s emerged: (a) Rioters did not differ from nonrioters in income and rate of unemployment, so they appear to have been no more poverty stricken, jobless, or lazy, (b) Those who rioted were generally better educated, so rioting cannot be attributed to the poorly educated, (c) Rioters were better integrated than nonrioters in social and political workings of the community, and thus, lack of integration into political and social institutions cannot be used as an explanation, (d) Long-term residents were more likely to riot, so rioting cannot be blamed on outside agitators or recent immigrants, (e) Rioters held more positive attitudes toward black history and culture (feelings of racial pride) and, thus, were not alienated from themselves. Caplan (1970) concluded that militants are no more socially or personally deviant than their nonmilitant counterparts. Evidence tends to indicate that they are more "healthy" along a number of traditional criteria measuring mental health.
The degree of emphasis that is placed on the individual as opposed to the system in affecting a person's behavior is important in the formation of life orientations. Such terms as person centered or person blame indicate a focus upon the individual. Those who hold a person-centered orientation (a) emphasize the understanding of a person's motivations, values, feelings, and goals, (b) believe that success or failure is attributable to the individual's skills or personal inadequacies, and (c) believe that there is a strong relationship between ability, effort, and success in society. In essence, these people adhere strongly to the Protestant ethic that idealizes rugged individualism. On the other hand, situation-centered or systemblame people view the sociocultural environment as more potent than the individual. Social, economic, and political forces are powerful; success or failure is generally dependent upon the socioeconomic system and not necessarily personal attributes.
Formation of World Views
The two psychological orientations, locus of control (personal control) and locus of responsibility, are independent of one another. As shown in Figure 1 , both may be placed on a continuum in such a manner that they intersect forming four quadrants. Each quadrant represents a different world view or orientation to life. Theoretically, then, if we know the individual's degree of internality or externality on the two loci, we could plot them on the figure. It is my intent to describe the type of person who falls into each quadrant and then speculate as to minorities who answer this description. I would propose that various ethnic and racial groups are not randomly distributed throughout the four quadrants. This seems supported by research findings to be cited later. Because the following discussion will focus upon the political ramifications of the two dimensions, there is an evaluative desirable-undesirable quality to each world view.
Internal Locus of Control -Internal Locus of Responsibility
As mentioned previously, individuals high in internal personal-control (1C) believe that they are the masters of their fate and that their actions do affect the outcomes. Likewise, people high in internal locus of responsibility (IR) attribute their current status and life conditions to their own unique attributes; success is due to one's own efforts, and lack of success is due to one's shortcomings or inadequacies. Perhaps the greatest exemplification of the IC-IR philosophy is United States society. Gillin (1955) described United States culture as the epitome of the individual-centered approach, which emphasizes uniqueness, independence, and self-reliance. A high value is placed on personal resources for solving all problems; self-reliance; pragmatism; indi- vidualism; status achievement through one's own effort; and power or control over others, things, animals, and forces of nature. Democratic ideals such as "equal access to opportunity," "liberty and justice for all," "God helps those who help themselves," and "fulfillment of personal destiny" all reflect this world view. The individual is held accountable for all that transpires. Constant and prolonged failure and inability to attain goals leads to symptoms of self-blame (depression, guilt, and feelings of inadequacy). Most white, middle-class members would fall within this quadrant.
It becomes obvious that Western approaches to counseling occupy the quadrant represented by IC-IR characteristics. Most counselors are of the opinion that people must take major responsibility for their own actions and can improve their lot in life through their own efforts. The epitome of this line of thought is represented by the numerous self-help approaches currently in vogue in our field. Avis and Stewart (1976) point out that a person-centered problem definition has characterized counseling. Definitions of mental health, the assumptions of vocational guidance, and most counseling theories stress the uniqueness and importance of the individual. As a result, the onus of responsibility for change in counseling tends to rest on the person. It reinforces a social myth about a person's ability to control his or her own fate by rewarding the members of the middle class who have "made it on their own" and increases complacency about those who have not made it on their own.
Clients who occupy this quadrant tend to be white, middle-class counselees, to whom such approaches might be entirely appropriate. In working with clients from different cultures, however, such an approach might be inappropriate. Diaz-Guerrero (1977) , in his attempt to build a Mexican psychology, presents much data on how Mexicans and Americans differ with respect to their views of life. To be actively selfassertive is more characteristic of AngloSaxon sociocultural premises than of the Mexican. Indeed, to be actively self-assertive in Mexican socioculture clinically forecasts adjustment difficulties. Counselors with a quadrant I orientation are often so culturally encapsulated that they are unable to understand their minority client's world views. Thus, the damage of cultural oppression in counseling becomes an everpresent threat. Caplan and Nelson (1973) , in discussing the causal attribution of social problems, state that Western society tends to hold individuals responsible for their problems. Such an approach has the effect of labeling that segment of the population (racial and ethnic minorities) that differs in thought and behavior from the larger society as deviant. Defining the problem as residing in the person enables society to ignore situationally relevant factors and to protect and preserve social institutions and belief systems. Counselors who hold a different world view are most likely to impute negative traits to clients. Constructs that are used to judge normality and health may be inadvertently applied. For example, an IC-IR counselor needs to consider the possibility that the individual/system blame continuum may have a differing meaning for minority groups. In the face of severe prejudice and discrimination, an internal response (acceptance of blame for one's failure) by minorities might be considered extreme and self-punishing.
External Locus of Control (EC) -Internal Locus of Responsibility (IR)
Individuals who fall into this quadrant are most likely to accept the dominant culture's definition for self-responsibility but to have very little real control over how they are defined by others. With respect to the culturally different, the term marginal man (person) was first coined by Stonequist (1935) to describe a person who finds himself or herself living on the margins of two cultures and not fully accommodated to either. Although there is nothing inherently pathological about bicultural membership, feels that Western society has practiced a form of cultural racism by imposing its standards, beliefs, and ways of behaving (IC-IR world view) into minority groups. Marginal individuals deny the existence of racism; believe that the plight of their own people is due to laziness, stupidity, and a clinging to outdated traditions; reject their own cultural heritage and believe that their ethnicity represents a handicap in Western society; evidence racial self-hatred; accept white social, cultural, and institutional standards; perceive physical features of white men and women as an exemplification of beauty; and are powerless to control their sense of self-worth because approval must come from an external source. As a result, they are high in person focus and external control.
The key issue here is the dominant-subordinate relationship between two different cultures (Brody, 1964; Clark & Clark, 1947; Derbyshire & Brody, 1964; Freire, 1970; Jackson, 1975; Sue & Sue, 1977a) . It is reasonable to believe that members of one cultural group tend to adjust themselves to the group that possesses greater prestige and power to avoid inferiority feelings. Yet, it is exactly this act that creates ambivalence in the minority individual. The pressures for assimilation and acculturation (melting pot theory) are strong, creating possible culture conflicts. refers to such dynamics as cultural racism: (a) belief in the superiority of one group's cultural heritage, its language, traditions, arts, crafts, and ways of behaving (white) over all others; (b) a belief in the inferiority of all other life styles (nonwhite); and (c) the power to impose such standards onto the less powerful group. The phenomenon of marginality and racial self-hatred comes directly from this dominant-subordinate relationship. If, however, the relationship is one of equality and acceptance, biculturalism and all its positive ramifications might result.
The psychological dynamics for the EC-IR minority client are likely to reflect his or her marginal and self-hate status. For example, white counselors might be perceived as more competent and preferred than counselors of the client's own race. To EC-IR minority clients, focusing on feelings may be very threatening, since it ultimately may reveal the presence of self-hate and the realization that they cannot escape from their own racial and cultural heritage. A culturally encapsulated white counselor who does not understand the sociopolitical dynamics of the client's concerns may unwittingly perpetuate the conflict. For example, the client's preference for a white counselor coupled with the counselor's implicit belief in the values of United States culture becomes a barrier to successive and effective counseling. A culturally sensitive counselor needs to (a) help the client understand the particular dominant-subordinate political forces that have created this dilemma and (b) help the client to distinguish between positive attempts to acculturate and a negative rejection of one's own cultural values.
External Locus of Control (EC) -External Locus of Responsibility (ER)
A person high in system blame and external control feels that there is very little one can do in the face of such severe external obstacles as prejudice and discrimination. In essence, the EC response might be a manifestation of having given up or an attempt to placate those in power. In the former, individuals internalize their impotence even though they are aware of the external basis of their plight. In its extreme form, oppression may result in a form of learned helplessness (Seligman, 1975) . Seligman believes that humans exposed to helplessness (underemployment, unem- ployment, poor quality of education, poor housing) via prejudice and discrimination may exhibit passivity and apathy (poor motivation), may fail to learn that there are events that can be controlled (cognitive disruption), and may show anxiety and depression (emotional disturbance). When minorities learn that their responses have minimal effects upon the environment, a phenomenon results that can best be described as an expectation of helplessness. People's susceptibility to helplessness depends on their experience with controlling the environment. In the face of continued racism, many may simply give up in their attempts to achieve personal goals.
The dynamics of the placater, however, are not related to the giving-up response. Rather, social forces in the form of prejudice and discrimination are seen as too powerful to combat at that particular time. The best one can hope to do is to suffer the inequities in silence for fear of retaliation. Don't rock the boat, keep a low profile, and survival at all costs are the phrases that describe this mode of adjustment. Life is viewed as relatively fixed with nothing much the individual can do. Passivity in the face of oppression is the primary reaction of the placater. Smith (1977) notes that slavery was one of the most important factors shaping the social-psychological functioning of black Americans. Interpersonal relations between whites and blacks were highly structured, placing blacks in a subservient and inferior role. Those who broke the rules or who did not show proper deferential behavior were severely punished. The spirits, however, of most blacks were not broken. Conformance to white rules and regulations was dictated by the need to survive in an oppressive environment. Direct expressions of anger and resentment were dangerous, but indirect expressions were frequently seen.
EC-ER black clients are very likely to see the white counselor as symbolic of any other black-white relations. They are likely to show "proper" deferential behavior and to not take seriously admonitions by the counselor that they are the masters of their own fate. As a result, an IC-IR counselor may perceive the culturally different client as lacking in courage, lacking in ego strength, and being passive. A culturally effective counselor, however, would realize the bases of these adaptations. Unlike EC-IR clients, EC-ER individuals do understand the political forces that have subjugated their existence. The most helpful approach on the part of the counselor would be (a) to teach the clients new coping strategies, (b) to have them experience successes, and (c) to validate who and what they represent.
Internal Locus of Control (1C) -External Locus of Responsibility (ER)
Individuals who score high in internal control and system focus believe in their ability to shape events in their own life if given a chance. They do not accept the fact that their present state is due to their own inherent weakness. However, they also realistically perceive that external barriers of discrimination, prejudice, and exploitation block their paths to successful attainment of goals. Recall that the 1C dimension was correlated with greater feelings of personal efficacy, higher aspirations, and the like, and that ER individuals were more prone to collective action in the social arena. Gurin et al. (1969) cite research findings that indicate that blacks who were external (blame system) in locus of responsibility (a) more often aspired to nontraditional occupations, (b) were more in favor of group rather than individual action for dealing with discrimination, (c) engaged in more civil rights activities, and (d) exhibited more innovative, coping behavior. This finding supports the previous statement that locus of responsibility is a good predictor of innovative social action behavior. If so, we would expect that IC-IR people would be more likely to participate in civil rights activities and to stress militancy and racial identity. Thus, a strong case can be made on the basis of previously cited research that the ghetto rioters can be characterized as having an IC-ER world view; for example, the recognition that ghetto existence is a result of racism and not some inherent weakness coupled with the rioters' belief in their ability to control events in their own lives made a situation ripe for the venting of frustration and anger. A number of studies support the contention that those who rioted had an increased sense of personal effectiveness and control (Abeles, 1976; Caplan, 1970; Caplan & Paige, 1968; Forward & Williams, 1970; Gore & Rotter, 1963; Marx, 1976) .
There is much evidence indicating that minority groups are becoming increasingly conscious of their own racial and cultural identity as it relates to oppression in United States society (Fogelson, 1970; D. W. Sue, 1975; Turner & Wilson, 1976) . If so, it is also probable that more and more minorities are most likely to hold an IC-ER world view. Thus, counselors who work with the culturally different will increasingly be exposed to clients with an IC-ER world view. And, in many respects, they pose the most difficult problems for the IC-IR white counselor. Challenges to the counselor's credibility and trustworthiness are likely to be raised by these clients. The counselor is likely to be seen as a part of the establishment that has oppressed minorities. Self-disclosure on the part of the client is not likely to come quickly, and more than any other world view, clients with an IC-ER orientation are likely to play a much more active part in the counseling process and to demand action from the counselor.
The theory proposed here predicts several things about the differences between IC-IR and IC-ER world views in counseling. First, these two world views may dictate how a counselor and client define problems and how they use and are receptive to different styles of counseling. For example, IC-IR people will tend to see the problem as residing in the person, whereas IC-ER people will see the problem as external to the indi-. vidual. Furthermore, IC-ER counselors may use and are most receptive to counseling skills, styles, or approaches that are action oriented. This is in contrast to IC-IR counselors, who may be more nondirective in their interaction with clients. Two particular studies seem to bear out these predictions. Ivey (1977) cites the example of a study conducted by one of his doctoral students who compared black and white counselor trainees viewing video vignettes of black and white clients. The clients presented problems related to vocational choice. To a question of "what would you say next?", white males tended to ask questions, white females tended to reflect feelings and to paraphrase, and blacks tended to give advice and directions. More important, blacks identified the problem as in society rather than the individual, whereas whites tended to focus more on individual. The assumption being made is that the blacks in this study are most likely IC-ER counselor trainees. A similar study conducted by Atkinson, Marujama, & Matsui (1978) with Asian Americans also revealed consistent findings. The more politically conscious Asian Americans (IC-ER) rated the counselor as more credible and approachable when employing a directive (structure, advice, suggestions) rather than non-directive (reflection and paraphrase) approach.
Thus, it is highly probable that problem definitions and specific counseling skills are differentially associated with a particular world view. One of the reasons why Third World clients may prematurely terminate counseling (D. Sue, 1977) is the fact that counselors not only differ in world views but employ counseling skills inappropriate to their clients' life styles. Our next step would be to research the following question: Are there specific counseling goals, techniques, and skills best suited for a particular world view? If so, the implications for counselor training are important. First, it indicates an overwhelming need to teach trainees the importance of being able to understand and share the world views of their clients. Second, it is no longer enough to learn a limited number of counseling skills. Ivey (1977) makes a strong case for this position. The culturally effective counselor is one who is able to generate the widest repertoire of responses (verbal/nonverbal) consistent with the life-styles and values of the culturally different client. Particularly for minorities, the passive approaches of asking questions, reflecting feelings, and paraphrasing must be balanced with directive responses (giving advice and suggestions, disclosing feelings, etc.) on the part of the counselor.
Conclusions
The conceptual model presented in this article concerning world views and identity development among Third World groups is consistent with other formulations (Hall, Cross, & Freedle, 1972; Jackson, 1975; D. W. Sue, 1975) . In all cases, these writers believe that cultural identity for minorities in America is intimately related to racism and oppression. Using this model in counseling culturally different clients has many practical and research implications. In addition, counselors need to understand that each world view has much to offer that is positive. While these four psychological orientations have been described in a highly evaluative manner, positive aspects of each can be found. For example, individual responsibility and achievement orientation of quadrant I, biculturalism and cultural flexibility of quadrant II, the ability to compromise and adapt to life conditions of quadrant III, and collection action and social concern of quadrant IV need not be at odds with one another. The role of the counselor may be to help the client integrate aspects of each world view that will maximize his or her effectiveness and psychological well being. Ivey (1977) calls this person the culturally effective individual. He or she is a "functional integrator" who is able to combine and integrate aspects of each world view into a harmonious union. To accomplish this goal, however, the counselor must also be able to share the world views of his or her clients. In essence, the culturally skilled counselor is also one who is a functional integrator.
Some Cautions
In closing, there are some precautions that should be exercised in using this model. First, the validity of this model has not been directly established through research. While much empirical and clinical evidence is consistent with the model, many of the assertions in this article remain at the speculative level. Second, the behavior manifestations of each quadrant have not been specifically identified. Regardless of a person's psychological orientation, I would suspect that individuals can adapt and use behaviors associated with another world view. This, indeed, is the basis of training counselors to work with the culturally different. Third, each style represents con-ceptual categories. In reality, although people might tend to hold one world view in preference over another, it does not negate them from holding variations of others. Most Third World people represent mixes of each rather than a pure standard. Fourth, whether this conceptual model can be applied to groups other than minorities in America has yet to be established. Last, we must remember that it is very possible for individuals from different cultural groups to be more similar in world view than those from the same culture. While race and ethnicity may be correlated with outlook in life, it is certainly not a one-to-one correspondence.
